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INTRODUCTION 
 
Diaspora philanthropy is a popular buzzword; however, what the term encompasses or how 
institutionalised the phenomenon is remains an open question.  There are as many views and 
definitions of diaspora philanthropy as there are diaspora communities involved.1  It is often 
seen as a potential source of funding for geographic regions, religions or ethnic communities 
globally.  But identifying a framework for diaspora philanthropy is difficult.  Unlike the literature 
on international philanthropy (including ethnic philanthropy and cross-border philanthropy), 
which has been a predominant topic of interest in recent years, the literature on diaspora 
philanthropy is scarce. 
 
There is a variety of opinion on what should and should not be considered under this scribe, 
which makes it impossible to provide a definitive description of diaspora philanthropy that suits 
everyone.  The term “diaspora” has different meanings for different individuals and groups of 
people.  Some see it as relating only to exiled and ejected communities of people; others use 
the term to refer to individuals or groups who are living in a new homeland whether by choice or 
circumstance.   
 
This paper defines “diaspora” in terms of an individual or group which identifies with an original 
homeland, (either theirs or a member of their family’s such as a grandparent), and is in the 
diaspora whether through their choice or a circumstance beyond their control.  This obligatory 
identification towards a homeland differentiates this study on diaspora philanthropy from those 
that define it as an affiliation with a religious community and not necessarily a specific homeland.   
 
COMPLEXITIES IN THE DEFINITION AND MODELS  
 
A definition 
An ideal definition for diaspora philanthropy would include both individual and organised giving 
to causes or organisations in an original homeland by a population outside of its homeland either 
permanently (in that they become longer-term residents or citizens in a new place), or short 
term/intermediate term residencies (in that they have an intention of returning).  In reality, 
diaspora philanthropy is less straightforward for a variety of reasons as this form of giving is 
modified, reinforced, and strengthened by cultural, religious, and ethnic identification and 
affiliations. It is often difficult to identify the major motivation for giving as some individuals and/or 
groups identify both with the religious and cultural aspects of a diaspora.  It is especially 
important to differentiate between remittances, made for the benefit of relatives still in the 
homeland, and direct individual contributions to the homeland for charitable purposes.2  
Therefore, for the purposes of this paper, the definition of diaspora philanthropy will include 
direct giving for charitable purposes as well as indirect giving to a foundation, public charity or 
other intermediary which in turn invests in the homeland. 
 
Models 
The models of diaspora philanthropy which will be examined here are: private foundations, 
public charities, and international intermediaries.  Organised diaspora philanthropy uses 
institutional vehicles and entails civil society giving through one or more organised models.  
Although diaspora philanthropy might utilise a combination of techniques, this paper will 
examine the following models separately.3 
                                                 
1 Barbara Leopold, Coordinator, Center for the Study of Philanthropy, City University of New York, personal 
discussion, 15 May 2001.  
2 Mr Barry Gaberman, Senior Vice-President, The Ford Foundation, personal discussions, 22 May 2001. 
3 See Appendix 1 for other examples of models of diaspora philanthropy.  
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1. Private 
Foundations: 
The Carnegie 
Foundation 
 
2. Public Charities (ie, 
Designated Funds): 
The Irish Funds, The Brazil 
Foundation, Give 2 Asia and 
International Community 
Foundation 
3. International Intermediaries:  
The Fund for Armenian Relief and 
Home Town Associations 
 
 
A commitment to a homeland and the desire to ‘give back’ to that society so that it can prosper 
and advance are the common motivations in all of the following case studies.  This sense of 
identification and obligation unites the models and makes them comparable to each other. 
 
Complexities 
It is acknowledged that there are some sensitivities around the concept of “diaspora” 
philanthropy, which is seen as problematic for particular communities. For example, some 
members of the Jewish community object to the term “diaspora” because it connotes an 
involuntary exile.   As Professor Egon Mayer, the Director of the Center for Jewish Studies at the 
Graduate Center, City University of New York, explains: 
 
“The term diaspora philanthropy is problematic as it suggests an involuntary condition, and 
among the Jewish community this would seem inappropriate. Until 1948 most Jews would 
have thought of themselves as in diaspora, until the State of Israel was established. Once 
it was established Jews who lived in the free world, couldn’t retain the word diaspora.”4 
 
Contributions by Jews to Jewish causes in the United States and elsewhere outside the State of 
Israel (unless it is their original homeland, such as Russian Jews funding Russia), cannot be 
considered diaspora philanthropy.   The American Joint Distribution Committee (JDC), 
established in 1914, receives funds for the relief of Jews living in over sixty countries. It does not 
raise funds itself, but relies on the Jewish federations to raise funds that flow to the United 
Jewish Communities, which then allocates a percentage to JDC.  As Amir Shaviv, Assistant 
Executive Vice-President, explained, “American-Jews raise funds with a sense of global 
responsibility.”5   These funds cannot be considered diaspora philanthropy for the purposes of 
this paper because they are raised from Jews from all backgrounds and ancestral histories for all 
Jews globally and not a homeland. 
 
There are many cases of giving that include populations or elements of diaspora philanthropy 
that will not be included here. Under the definition in this paper, when acts of giving are related 
to religious beliefs but not a territory or homeland, as seen in the case of the Islamic diaspora, it 
cannot be considered diaspora philanthropy.  For example, The Aga Khan Foundation, initiated 
by His Highness The Aga Khan, provides the Ismaili Muslim community in multiple countries with 
funds for specific purposes.  His Highness has encouraged the Ismailis to take ownership of this 
institutionalised philanthropy by adding to it with their own wealth. The Foundation has been 
able to leverage these funds with monies from private foundations such as the Ford Foundation 
and government grants.  However, because the Aga Khan Foundation is not funding an original 
homeland but a plenitude of countries, it will not be considered a model of diaspora philanthropy 
for the purposes of this paper. 
 
                                                 
4 Professor Egon Mayer, Center for Jewish Studies, The Graduate Center, City University of New York, personal 
interview, 18 April 2001. 
5 Mr. Amir Shaviv, Assistant Executive Vice President, The American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee, 
personal interview, 1 May 2001. 
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Similarly, the Kurdish community is the world’s largest ethnic group without a homeland.  There 
are approximately 26.7 million people living in Turkey, Iran, and Iraq who identify as Kurds 
without a single homeland.6  This community may never have a homeland, and although its 
philanthropic endeavors as a community are of interest, it is difficult to foresee this group as 
participants in diaspora philanthropy under the definition used here. 
 
It is well documented that immigrant communities have traditionally given to family and friends 
back in their original homelands through remittances. These are informal contributions which are 
difficult to monitor as they are not reported for taxation purposes, and often involve direct 
support for the benefit of family or friends. For example, “remittances from overseas Samoans 
underwrite that country’s national living standards, valued at $58 million in 1998. Remittances to 
Mexico, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador and Guatemala total some $8 billion annually.”7 
Although these remittances represent a substantial amount of money, and families living in 
homelands rely on them for their private needs, they do not represent acts of giving for 
charitable purposes that are discussed in this paper. However, it has been suggested by Mr 
Aluoka Ogolla that some remittances do go to charitable causes in countries such as Uganda,8 
and further research should examine how these funds are organised to identify to what extent 
they are used for charitable purposes. 
 
It has been debated whether the definition of diaspora philanthropy should include giving by 
diaspora populations within their own communities in their adopted countries, e.g. the 
establishment of a United States Latino community foundation for Latino non-profit organisations 
in the United States.  Although an interesting model, this type of activity will not be included here 
because it does not entail offshore giving to an original homeland.  
 
As defined here, diaspora philanthropy does not include general-purpose fundraising by 
religious organisations.  Collective funds raised from one religious group for a different religious 
group in another country is not diaspora philanthropy; thus the Catholic Relief Fund funding 
Buddhists in India is not included.  It also would not be diaspora philanthropy when the Catholic 
Relief Fund funds Catholics in India with money raised from Catholics in Australia who have no 
ancestral connection.   
 
A final complexity with diaspora philanthropy is that these contributions are rarely “pure” 
because funds are mixed from the diaspora populations with contributions from individuals, 
corporations, foundations, and governments that have an interest in a specific homeland.  This 
"mixture" of funds blurs and affects what has been defined here as diaspora philanthropy.   
 
SCOPE 
 
Globalisation has affected most facets of life: national economies, international markets, 
population dispersion, political structures, and the supply of information and philanthropy.  The 
effect globalisation has had and will have on the ethnic, religious, and cultural face of a country, 
particularly immigrant countries such as the United States and Australia, is significant. There has 
been an increasing interest in funding international causes and communities as people have 
begun to identify with issues and events around the world and the economy has become 
increasingly global.  As a result there has been an increase in philanthropic funds directed to 
international issues, especially the enhancement of civil society.    
 
                                                 
6 Rawland Nawroly, 8 May 2001 http://www.surbitoneagles.co.uk/nawroly/abKurds.htm. 
7 The Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 8 April 2001, http://www.dfat.gov.au. 
8 Mr Aluoka Nashon Ogolla, class discussions, 8 May 2001. 
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International grantmaking as defined by the Council on Foundations includes “both grantmaking 
that crosses international borders directly or indirectly and domestic grantmaking within any 
country that advances international understanding and cooperation.”9 The majority of 
grantmakers who fund internationally from the United States are from the largest independent, 
operating or corporate foundations.  In 1999 giving for international causes was $2.65 billion.10 
 
Because of the huge amounts of money and wealth generated in the latter part of the 20th 
century, particularly in western economies, and the potential intergenerational transfer of this 
wealth, it has been suggested that the "golden age" of philanthropy is upon us. The Boston 
College Social Welfare Research Institute estimates conservatively that the transfer of wealth in 
the US over a fifty-year period will be at least $41 trillion. (They also suggest it could be as great 
as $136 trillion.)  How much of this will be used for charitable purposes and how this transfer of 
wealth between generations will impact on international giving, especially diaspora philanthropy, 
is unknown, but the potential is significant.    
 
To understand the importance of this form of international giving, diaspora philanthropy must be 
seen as distinct from more general forms of international philanthropy, such as cross-border 
philanthropy. "Cross-border philanthropy," which simply refers to the charitable flows and 
activities across national borders11 includes international charities (such as CARE and the 
Catholic Relief Fund), and grantmaking foundations and corporations that provide international 
grants.  There have recently been studies on the amounts, types and purposes of charitable 
flows from one country to another,12 although the motivations behind this philanthropy have not 
been distinguished.  Hence, these intermediary organisations and foundations have not 
necessarily raised funds from or been established by individuals or groups who have an 
obligatory connection to the funding region.   Diaspora philanthropy is an organised and formal 
subset of international philanthropy rather than being synonymous with cross-border 
philanthropy. 
 
KEY ISSUE: IDENTIFICATION WITH AN ORIGINAL HOMELAND 
 
As illustrated above, the most important criteria in categorising diaspora philanthropy is an 
identification with a homeland. However, the length of time that an individual or generation 
identifies with a territory, culture or ethnic group will have a significant effect on diaspora 
philanthropy.  As ethnic groups become assimilated and begin to participate in their new 
homeland, identification with their original homeland may be affected. Generations which follow 
new immigrants may be less likely to have an affiliation with their ancestral homeland.  Jessica 
Chao indicates that third generation Asian-American immigrants have moved away from their 
respective ethnic enclaves.13  However, when immigrants live within close geographic proximity 
or unite through regular cultural activities, identification with the homeland may be more readily 
maintained.  
 
                                                 
9 Council on Foundations, 1 May 2001, http://www.cof.org. 
10 AAFRAC Trust for Philanthropy, Giving USA 2001, American Association of Fundraising Council. 
11 “Cross border philanthropy – An Exploratory Study of International Giving in the United States, Germany, and 
Japan” Anheier, Helmut; List, Regina, The Johns Hopkins University, Institute for Policy Studies, Centre for Civil 
Society Studies, CAF 2000.   
12 Ibid. 
13 Jessica Chao, Topics in Asian American Philanthropy & Voluntarism – An extension course guide. Curriculum 
Guide #10. (New York: Center for the Study of Center of Philanthropy), City University of New York, 2000. 
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New immigrants often have strong ties to their culture, heritage, religion and homeland. These 
links are seen as key to encouraging participation in diaspora philanthropy.  However, there are 
new immigrants who do not have a strong affiliation with an original homeland due to the political 
climate and trends or atrocities of war which they left behind.  Also many ethnic communities are 
concerned about the lack of identity among their younger generations.  There is apprehension 
that this lack of identification will affect not only a community’s identity (being religious, ethnic, or 
cultural), but also the sustainability of diaspora philanthropy.   
 
It is evident that the major challenge for émigré populations is that of retaining one’s own cultural 
identity while assimilating into a new society.  Striking a balance can be difficult and each 
diaspora population has distinctive issues.  The effect of generational patterns will be examined 
in the case studies that follow. 
 
CASE STUDIES 
 
Private Foundations 
“Private independent foundations make grants based on charitable endowments. Because of 
their endowments, they are focused primarily on grantmaking and generally do not actively raise 
funds or seek public financial support.”14 
 
An early example of large-scale diaspora philanthropy is The Carnegie Foundation in Scotland.  
Andrew Carnegie was born in Dunfermline, Scotland in 1835 and moved to the United States of 
America in 1848, where he died in 1919.  His first recorded philanthropic activity in his original 
homeland was a gift of public baths in 1869.  By 1919, after donating many more gifts to 
Scotland, he had established The Carnegie Dunfermline and Hero Fund Trustees, now known 
as the Carnegie Foundation of Scotland.   
 
This is an example of a private foundation established by an individual engaging in diaspora 
philanthropy, although it is unusual as it illustrates a vehicle that was established in the original 
homeland.  Whether a private foundation is established in the original homeland or in the new 
homeland will depend on legal and fiscal regulations as they apply in either country.  An 
individual establishing a private foundation for diaspora philanthropy will need to examine the 
advantages and disadvantages of the fund’s location.   
 
Although their appropriateness as models of diaspora philanthropy is open to debate, The Aga 
Khan Foundation and George Soros’s grantmaking in Hungary resemble Carnegie’s model 
since they are private foundations created by a single individual.15 (For additional examples see 
section in Armenia pp.24-25.) 
 
Public Charities 
“Public foundations, along with community foundations, are recognised as public charities16 by 
the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). Although they may provide direct charitable services to the 
public as other nonprofits do, their primary focus is on grantmaking.”17 
                                                 
14 Council on Foundations, 20 May 2001, http://www.cof.org. 
15 Professor Kathleen McCarthy, Professor of History, Director of the Center for the Study of Philanthropy, The 
Graduate Center, The City University of New York, personal comment, May 15 2001. 
16 As defined by the Council on Foundations, a public charity is a “nonprofit organization that is exempt from federal 
income tax under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code and that receives its financial support from a broad 
segment of the general public. Religious, educational and medical institutions are deemed to be public charities. 
Other organizations exempt under Section 501(c)(3) must pass a public support test to be considered public charities, 
or must be formed to benefit an organization that is a public charity. Charitable organizations that are not public 
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For many decades, “The Ireland Funds” has promoted giving to Ireland through its foundation in 
twelve countries where Irish expatriates reside.   Despite the apparent recent economic success 
of Ireland, (GDP of 93.4 billion in 1999), 18 the needs there remain great. "There are virtually no 
private foundations that people and organisations can turn to for support."19  This is why the 
philanthropic activities of organisations outside Ireland such as The Ireland Funds are so 
important.  
 
The Ireland Funds (TIF), is an umbrella body which governs and supports a global network of 
Irish diaspora funds, drawing on a diaspora of more than 70 million people in America, Australia, 
Canada, France, Germany, Great Britain, New Zealand, Japan, South Africa, Monaco and 
Mexico. In each country, a fund has been established according to the charitable laws and 
requirements in the individual countries. TIF has three areas of focus: peace and reconciliation 
between the communities of Northern Ireland; culture and the arts; and education and 
community development. An advisory board with representatives from Ireland and the US 
governs TIF and its funds, with the headquarters based at the American Ireland Fund (AIF) 
office in Boston, where 85% of all revenue is raised for TIF. 
 
The AIF is a community foundation20 of the Irish-American diaspora with unrestricted and donor 
advised funds to support Ireland's needs. To date, it has raised over $120 million for its general 
grants program and has supported over 1,200 nonprofit organisations in Ireland.  
Demographically, their donors have been mostly older people of Irish Catholic decent.  Kingsley 
Aitkins, President and CEO of both the AIF and TIF, does not consider a dilution of identification 
with Ireland among the diaspora an issue for future generations.  “Most Irish-Americans respond 
to the beat of the ancestral drum, or have a desire to give back because they live in a diaspora 
ghetto which constantly reminds them of their history.”21   
 
The need for an organised giving vehicle for the diaspora was originally fuelled by the problems 
in Northern Ireland, explained Aitkins.  He suggests the motivation for giving has since shifted to 
promote the success story of Ireland and is now less an emotional response to Northern Ireland 
needs.  Aitkins admits it is difficult to find unrestricted funds because most individuals prefer to 
                                                                                                                                                              
charities are private foundations and are subject to more stringent regulatory and reporting requirements.” Council on 
Foundations, 20 May 2001, http://www.cof.org. 
17 Council on Foundations, 20 May 2001, http://www.cof.org. 
18 The World Bank, 20 May 2001, http://devdata.worldbank.org. 
19 The Ireland Funds, 14 April 2001, http://www.irlfunds.org. 
20 Philanthropy Australia defines a community foundation as “an independent, charitable organisation formed to 
collect and distribute gifts from a wide range of donors to meet critical needs in a defined geographic area.” 
Philanthropy Australia, 14 April 2001, http://www.philanthropy.org.au 
Community Foundations are seen as a vehicle which will respond to the future needs of a specific community.  There 
are four distinctive aims of a community foundation: 
• To encourage and mange all aspects of charitable giving for the long-term benefit of a community through 
endowments. 
• To be responsive to the needs of donors by providing alternative mechanisms for achieving their charitable 
goals, such as donor-advised funds, designated funds, and unrestricted funds. 
• By serving as a resource center and acting as the knowledge manager of the community needs. 
• To respond either proactively, reactively and interactively, to the shifting needs of a community through 
effective grantmaking (cited in Steven E. Mayer, Building Community Capacity: The Potential of 
Community Foundations, Rainbow Research Inc, Minneapolis, 1994). 
21 Mr Kingsley Aitkins, President and CEO, of the AIF and TIF, personal interview, 2 May, 2001. 
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donate to a donor-advised22 or a designated fund.23  Therefore fundraising via events is 
important.24  Sixty events were held in forty cities in twelve countries in 1999, with a net revenue 
in the US totalling $4 million. Examples include the 18th annual Boston dinner in 1999 that raised 
$2 million, and a fundraising dinner at the Waldorf Astoria, New York, in May 2001 that raised 
$1.7 million.  The success of these events is mainly due to corporate support. American 
corporations attend such events and support the TIF via AIF for two reasons.  First, many have 
offices or a business interest in Ireland, and second, the senior executives of many American 
corporations come from Irish ancestry.  However, funding from multinational corporations is not 
true diaspora philanthropy. 
 
AIF Key Figures:1990 - 2000
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Events aside, Aitkins explains that the most important factor in raising money from the Irish 
diaspora is “who does the asking”.25  He believes that the governance and calibre of people 
involved on the board and within the secretariat gives credibility to the “brand name” of TIF, and 
the effect has been an increase in the trust and legitimate role TIF plays in the development of 
Ireland. 
 
Not only does the AIF organise site visits for donors to Ireland (similar to UJC’s site visits to 
Israel), but it also holds a worldwide Ireland Funds conference every year in Ireland.  In June 
2000, over 180 people participated in the two-day conference, giving grantees the opportunity to 
account for how they spent their funds and explain why they are vital to their operations.  Donors 
were able to quiz them on their plans for the future and hear about the problems and challenges 
they face.26 
 
                                                 
22 The Council on Foundations defines a donor-advised fund as “a fund held by a community foundation where the 
donor, or a committee appointed by the donor, may recommend eligible charitable recipients for grants from the 
fund. The community foundation's governing body must be free to accept or reject the recommendations.” Council 
on Foundation, 21 May 2001 http://www.cof.org. 
23 The Council on Foundations defines designated funds as, “as a type of restricted fund in which the fund 
beneficiaries are specified by the grantors.” Council on Foundation, 21 May 2001 http://www.cof.org. 
24 See Table: AIF Key Figures:1990-2000 see pg 7 of this report. (Cited in handout from The Ireland Funds, “AIF 
Key figures: 1990-2000,” Boston 2001). 
25 Interview with Kingsley Aitkins, President & CEO of the AIF and TIF, personal interview, 2 May 2001. 
26 The Ireland funds, The Ireland Fund Magazine Connections, Winter Edition, Boston, USA, 2001.  
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Over 4,000 donors contributed to The American Ireland Fund in 1999. By 2001 its endowment 
increased to over $13 million, made up of over 59 individually-named funds illustrating the 
sophistication of the AIF as a model of diaspora philanthropy. To further disseminate information 
and to help solicit further contributions, the TIF produces a seasonal magazine which has a 
circulation of 35,000 worldwide. It also produces a monthly “Fax Facts” which goes to over 1,500 
supporters worldwide.   TIF has set itself a goal to raise $100 million by December 31st 2003, via 
a campaign titled, “Hope & History.”  As Aitkins remarked recently, “this has never been 
attempted for Ireland before and it is an ambitious and challenging target.  And yet there is a 
feeling in the organisation that the time is right to do this. It will bring TIF to a whole new level of 
effectiveness and impact.  These are historic times and this is our response to it.”27    It will be 
interesting to see what strategies the TIF will employ to achieve their goal, with the information 
being of interest to other diaspora communities participating or hoping to also raise significant 
diaspora philanthropy funds. 
 
Recently two public charities have been established similar in structure and aims to TIF and AIF.  
The Brazil Foundation and Give 2 Asia aim to raise funds and awareness, and to promote 
formalised philanthropy within their communities.  They hope to build endowments for their 
homelands through general collective pools and donor/designated funds.  The Brazil Foundation 
collects contributions for a single homeland while Give 2 Asia collects contributions for a variety 
of homelands within Asia. 
 
The Brazil Foundation was established in November 2000 with offices both in New York and 
Brazil.  It encourages formalised giving within the Brazilian diaspora living in the United States 
by partnering with nonprofits in Brazil which work in the areas of health, education, citizenship, 
culture and human rights.  This foundation cultivates a culture of giving among Brazilian 
expatriates, which is limited within Brazil.  The philanthropic mobilisation of this ethnic population 
is an important exercise in citizenship, participation, and education. 
 
The foundation has a board of three, who identify as Brazilian-Americans, and an advisory 
committee of four. It has a 501(c)3 status, allowing it to raise funds from individuals, foundations, 
and corporations that are then able to receive a tax deduction for their gifts.  This incentive in US 
law is invaluable, especially for this foundation, as Brazil has yet to implement such incentives in 
their laws relating to charitable giving.  Because the foundation is still in its infancy, its structural 
design and the variety of mechanisms to support a donor’s giving are still evolving. It has already 
generated gifts through fundraising events and lectures held for the Brazilian diaspora.  A recent 
fundraising event not only generated $11,000, but raised awareness among the Brazilian 
community about the foundation and its activities. 
 
The President and CEO, Ms Leona Forman, acknowledges that many people from this diaspora 
may be short-term residents who will ultimately return to their homeland.  The foundation is able 
to take advantage of this possibility of return and encourages giving to causes in Brazil, which 
will help to build a stronger and safer society to which members of the diaspora return.  This 
diaspora is distinctive, firstly, in the desire to return to the homeland and secondly, the diaspora 
which is being targeted are recent immigrants and still have a strong identification with Brazil. 
 
It is interesting to compare The Brazil Foundation, established by an individual Brazilian 
expatriate, with a newly established community foundation, Give 2 Asia, which was the initiative 
of The Asia Foundation. The Asia Foundation recognises that there is a need for a vehicle for 
giving to Asia which links an individual to a homeland, although Give 2 Asia does not solely 
                                                 
27 Ibid. 
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target the diaspora communities from Asia as its potential donors. Give 2 Asia identifies all of 
Asia as a territory and it captures funds specifically for various homelands through its 
donor/designated funds.  Give 2 Asia appeals to people who have a personal or professional 
interest in Asia; while the Brazil Foundation is willing to receive any money allocated to it, its 
primary concern is to encourage giving from within its diaspora. 
 
Give 2 Asia provides not only individuals but foundations and corporations with the knowledge 
and mechanisms to fund in Asia.   The organisation is able to provide tax deductions, investment 
advice, and information about Asia and its non-profit sector. It helps to identify and build 
partnerships with appropriate non-profit organisations in Asia. Give 2 Asia builds on the work 
and reputation of The Asia Foundation which has fifteen offices in Asia. It has the ability to be a 
regulatory monitor and a repository for knowledge gleaned from those working in the non-profit 
sector in Asia, and it has the local knowledge to identify key homeland personnel and areas of 
need.   It can play an important educational role in teaching non-profit organisations in Asia how 
to attract US dollars, and can teach Americans interested in funding in Asia how they can best 
be effective. 
 
There are a variety of grantmaking options within Give 2 Asia. A donor can establish a Donor 
Advised Fund, which acts as a holding tank for funds which are disbursed at the 
recommendation of the donor.  A donor also can receive Custom Program Design and 
Management, where staff help to “design, implement, monitor, and evaluate new initiatives, 
bringing to bear the expertise and networks required to personalize philanthropy.”28  Country 
Funds gives the donor an opportunity to invest in programs in specific countries where there is 
an already established collaborative program with government, non-profit organisations and the 
private sector.  Grants to Asian Charities is a vehicle whereby a donor can specify the charity 
that should directly benefit from a list of charities pre-approved by staff.  There is also the 
opportunity for Asian charities to attract United States funding through a program model called 
Project Sponsorship.   Finally, the Promoting Philanthropy Fund is an exciting model which 
provides unrestricted funds that enable Give 2 Asia to promote philanthropy in the United States 
for Asia. 
 
Give 2 Asia’s strength is its ability and preparedness to partner with community foundations in 
the US so that donors who wish to give support in Asia will channel their contributions through 
Give 2 Asia for disbursement. Give 2 Asia, like many community foundations, will provide 
financial advisors, lawyers, and other relevant professionals with information they can make 
available to their clients who may be interested in funding in Asia.  As Give 2 Asia is still in its 
infancy, it uses direct mail and its website as tools for communication with donors and potential 
donors, and anticipates producing a newsletter to maintain a stronger relationship with them. 
 
Issues of identification are not necessarily relevant to all donors at Give 2 Asia such as 
corporations.  And as Chao suggests, by the third generation many Asian-American immigrants 
have moved away from their respective ethnic enclaves.29  Therefore the strategies created by 
Give 2 Asia to encourage ethnic identification and promote diaspora philanthropy will be of 
importance to the longevity of those mechanisms for fundraising and giving that rely solely on 
diaspora giving. 
 
                                                 
28 Give 2 Asia, 5 April 2000, http://give2asia.org/index.html. 
29 Jessica Chao, Topics in Asian American Philanthropy & Voluntarism – An extension course guide. Curriculum 
Guide #10, New York: Center for the Study of Center of Philanthropy, City University of New York, 2000. 
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With the increasing ability to access information supplied on the internet, The Brazil 
Foundation30 and Give 2 Asia31 hope that their web presence may attract more donors and help 
to promote legitimacy within their community.  While a website is vital for awareness building, 
and has proven to be effective with smaller scale donations for international relief and 
development organisations, large endowments and/or donations are unlikely to be traced and 
secured solely from the net.   Whether a web presence attracts donors from the relevant 
diaspora, only time and future research will tell.  
 
The International Community Foundation (ICF) is another new vehicle, similar to a community 
foundation, which works in a global environment to capture funds specifically for various 
homelands through donor/designated funds.  Known as the Pacific American Community 
Foundation until its name changed in 1997, this public foundation assists donors with 
philanthropic interests outside the US.  ICF has donor-advised funds and a general collective 
pool of funds, and is looking to increase its endowment.  
 
To date, the ICF has five examples of organised diaspora philanthropy.  First, an endowment 
has been established by a Chinese-American for the support of the cultural and educational 
development of the people in China.  There are also four donor-advised funds under the 
administration of the foundation.  One of these funds was also established by a Chinese-
American for general purposes with the majority of funds going to China.  Two Mexican-
Americans have established donor-advised funds: one to promote community-based, education-
in-arts programs in the San Diego and the Tijuana region, and another for Tijuana's community 
development.  Finally, a family fund has also been established with funding going to Tijuana.  At 
any given time the balance of ICF’s diaspora philanthropy funds ranges from $150,000 to 
$215,000. The demographics of the donors are: one male in his 50s, and five females: two in 
their 30s, and three in their 50s.32 
 
Marisol Lopez, Director of Operations at ICF, believes that consistency in their work and being 
able to measure the impact of donors’ philanthropic investments has helped to build 
understanding and trust in the organisation, and enhances their ability to carry out overseas 
grantmaking. The International Community Foundation identifies the particular interests of a 
donor and then researches the field of interest through networks of international grantmakers or 
research institutions.  It conducts its fiduciary duty by direct contact with the potential recipient 
organisation or through a third party contact (universities, other non government organisations, 
colleagues, etc.).  ICF produces a bimonthly, two-page information sheet and an annual report to 
keep their donors informed, which helps to promote transparency. Most of the funds have been 
established by word-of-mouth or information sessions, where the organisation presents its 
services to lawyers, accountants and charitable groups. To date there has been no internet, 
direct mail or fundraising events to solicit funds. 
 
International Intermediaries 
A prominent international intermediary which promotes giving among diaspora populations is the 
church.   The church has for centuries been responsible for and central to the delivery of many 
welfare services in ethnic communities.  As an intermediary organisation it plays a significant 
role in the mobilisation of its diaspora communities to participate in formalised diaspora 
philanthropy.  International intermediaries can be and often are public charities in their own 
right.33  An example of such a model is the Fund for Armenian Relief (FAR). 
                                                 
30 The Brazil Foundation, 30 April 2001, http://www.brazilfoundation.org. 
31The Asia Foundation, 30 April 2001, http://www.asiafoundation.org. 
32Ms Marisol Lopez, Director of Operations, International Community Foundation, email interview, 8 May 2001. 
33 Mr Barry Gaberman, Senior Vice President, The Ford Foundation, personal discussions, 22 May 2001. 
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An earthquake in 1988 in Armenia left 150,000 people homeless and 3,000 dead, opening the 
floodgates of Armenian-Americans’ generosity.  Images on the television are reported to have 
triggered the flow of money to the Armenian Diocese which received bags of money and bank 
cheques totalling over $10 million dollars.  The Diocese was taken aback since it was 
unprepared for such an event and had no system in place by which to manage the donations.  
So The Diocesan Fund for Armenian Relief was quickly established and incorporated as a non-
profit tax-exempt charitable organisation. The Fund for Armenian Relief marked the beginning of 
strengthening relations between Armenian-Americans and their ancestral homeland.34 
 
In October 1991, Armenia was declared an independent nation.  Because the Fund for 
Armenian Relief already had an established connection and structure in Armenia, it was able to 
apply for the promised USAID grants for countries recently independent from the governance of 
the former Soviet Union.  The Fund for Armenian Relief found itself in a unique position.  It was 
able to maximise government aid using the funds it raised from Armenian-Americans.  
Interestingly, although the population of Armenia comprises only 1% of the population of the 
former Soviet Union, Armenia has received 10-15% of US assistance35 set aside for the former 
Soviet Union because of the existence, structure and efficient operations of the Fund for 
Armenian Relief.  The Fund is the single largest aid agency in Armenia with sound programs for 
a variety of needs, from aiding street children, rehabilitation, and relocation of families, to 
infrastructure projects and scientific research. 
 
It has three staff members in the US and twenty-five in Armenia.  They collect monies for both 
project-specific and generic funds.  The use of direct mail captures monies for specific projects, 
and pooled funds are gathered via an annual report which highlights all the FAR projects and 
asks for general donations. “Since its inception, The Fund for Armenian Relief has implemented 
projects valued at more than $170 million while keeping its management, fundraising and other 
expenses at less than 2% of the value of its operations.” 36 
 
The Fund for Armenian Relief Income over a three-year period is reported in the Annual 
Report37: 
 
Support and Revenue 1997 1998 1999 
Contributions – Unrestricted $199,493 $408,073 $462,359 
Contributions – Restricted $557,391 $946,729 $1,934,820 
Gov. Grants and Contracts $891,798 $570,687 $661,540 
Investment Income $633,861 $531,247 $516,724 
Other Operating Revenue $109,294 $268,798 $139,257 
Commodities and In-Kind $6,133,843 $2,683,799 $5,665,034 
Total Support and Revenue $8,525,680 $5,409,333 $9,379,734 
 
As is the case with other ethnic cultures, the Armenian-American community faces issues of 
ethnic identification.  Under the leadership of Archbishop Khajag Barsamian, the Eastern 
Diocese has identified the need to develop leaders among the Armenian-Americans to promote 
ethnic identification. If the church is unsuccessful, ties with Armenia will weaken over time and 
this will have a detrimental effect on Armenia and the ability of the Fund for Armenian Relief to 
mobilise support.  The Diocese is trying to maintain this ethnic identity, emphasising the 
                                                 
34 Mr George Kassis, The Armenian Church, New York, personal interview, March 30, 2001. 
35 Ibid. 
36 Fund for Armenian Relief Annual Report 1999, The Armenian Church , New York, May 2000 p.1. 
37 Ibid. 
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Church’s significance in the life of every Armenian-American and his or her family, even if one 
member is not Armenian. The Armenian Church does not distinguish between Orthodox, 
Catholic or Protestant Armenians, but focuses on strengthening Armenian ethnicity by involving 
people more in the life of the community. 
 
Several Armenian-Americans have also established substantial independent foundations to 
support Armenia and Armenian identity, including: 
 
• The Lincy Foundation.  Established by the owner of MGM and part owner of Chrysler-
Daimler, Mr. Kirk Kirkovian, it supports projects in Armenia. 
• The Cafesjian Family Foundation.  Based in Minneapolis, it is expected that this foundation 
will be endowed with over $1 billion so that every week $1 million will be available for 
distribution to Armenian causes. 
• The Izmirlian Foundation. “In 1990, the children of Sarkis and Marie Izmirlian established 
the Izmirlian Foundation with the goal of helping to improve the lives of Armenians 
throughout the world. The Foundation has supported a number of projects in Armenia, 
including the completion of the Yerevan University library; the construction of housing and 
dining facilities at the Military Academy; and assistance to the Echmiadzin Church.”38  
 
Two significant endowment funds exist for Armenian Americans: 
 
• The Armenian Church Endowment Fund (ACEF), which acts as an umbrella and custodian 
for various funds benefiting the Armenian Church and Armenia, with assets of over $50 
million. 
• The Armenian General Benevolent Union (AGBU) with assets of over $120 million, is 
primarily funded by the Manoogian family, but through which many Armenians in America 
and abroad establish endowments to help Armenian causes. 
 
The Home Town Association has not been fully evaluated in this paper but may well represent 
an international intermediary for diaspora philanthropy. "Home Town Associations are also 
mutual aid societies as well as public charities."39 The World Bank website defines Home Town 
Associations as organisations formed by immigrants from 
 
“often low-income rural and urban areas. These groups are widespread in US cities such as 
Los Angeles, Dallas, and Chicago. Organized for a variety of purposes, these associations 
have served as a vehicle to create community remittances (voluntary contributions of 
Mexican migrants abroad for community projects in their locality of origin) and utilize them 
for physical investments, including water and sanitation projects, road paving, and 
electrification, micro-enterprises and SMEs (Small and Medium Enterprises) 
development.”40 
 
Although important, they will have to await future research to fully understand this mechanism 
for diaspora philanthropy.   
                                                 
38 The Eurasia Foundation, “Izmirlian Foundation Awards $3 million to the Eurasia Foundation’s small business loan 
program”, The Eurasia Foundation, 2 May 2001, http://www.eurasia.org/news/izmirlianpress.html. 
39 Professor Susan M.Chambre, Professor of Sociology Baruch College, New York, email response, 24 May 2001.  
40 The World Bank,12 April 2001,  
http://wbln0018.worldbank.org/external/lac/lac.nsf/d7723477359c53c6852567d6006c7cd8/c8d1d5280c1930028525
695b006cb42a?OpenDocument. 
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CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Each of these case studies illustrates a particular model of philanthropy, exemplifying to a 
greater or lesser extent aspects of diaspora philanthropy.  It has been suggested in this paper 
that the key feature behind the establishment and funding of diaspora philanthropy is the 
identification with and the emotional commitment to the original homeland.  This can range from 
the identification of the first generation immigrant (eg. Andrew Carnegie), to the nostalgia and 
“beating of the ancestral drum”41 by later diaspora generations such as the Irish.   Another 
dimension of identification is the funding of the original homeland by a diaspora community to 
build a safer, more economically sound economy and viable society should they wish to return, 
as demonstrated by the Brazilian diaspora.  
 
Not all diaspora communities will be able to create an independent and formalised vehicle for 
giving due to the size of the diaspora population and/or lack of resources (economic, social, 
infrastructure, and influence). Although private foundations, public charities and international 
intermediaries are suitable for certain diaspora communities, there is no one single model of 
diaspora philanthropy applicable to all groups.  Of course, each diaspora community should 
adopt a model which is appropriate to its culture of giving and the legal and fiscal regulatory 
requirements of both the new and original homeland.   
 
Diaspora philanthropy should meet all the major guidelines of philanthropic best practices.  
However, special care and emphasis should apply to certain elements of the diaspora 
philanthropy model so as to enhance the community’s ability to fundraise within the diaspora.  
These include: 
 
• The selection and composition of the board. 
• The due diligence and selection procedure of projects. 
• The sound management of people, resources and finances. 
• Promotion of transparency, accountability, information dissemination, and communication 
with donors. 
• Management and monitoring of funds. 
• The expertise of the management and staff. 
 
All of these aspects will be reflected further in the recommendations. 
 
Due diligence and accountability are important elements that perhaps have not been explored 
sufficiently within these case studies.  How trust is established and built to ensure that a 
diaspora population is confident that the funds are being properly managed and distributed to 
the appropriate grantees needs to be further examined.  Because they have offices and staff in 
the original homeland, most of the organisations in the case studies are able to verify the status 
of non-profit organisations and monitor and evaluate programs which are being funded.   
 
The ability of a vehicle to attract government grants, such as USAID funding, and support from 
other international foundations is often linked to trust.  Models of diaspora philanthropy which do 
not have these characteristics have not been studied and therefore it can be assumed that due 
diligence and accountability are enhanced by having field information and the credibility of 
partnerships beyond their own diaspora.   
 
                                                 
41 Mr Kingsley Aitkins, President and CEO, of the AIF and TIF, personal interview, 2 May 2001. 
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It is also difficult to define how best to generate funds for diaspora philanthropy because 
philanthropy, formal or informal, is practiced differently in every community around the globe.  
The culture of giving will hence have an effect on the participation of immigrants and future 
generations in diaspora philanthropy, even for those living in a culture with a strong tradition of 
giving, like the United States.   
 
Some believe that the internet can play an important part in the development of diaspora 
philanthropy.  The internet can certainly provide information and/or visibility and increase 
awareness of philanthropic organisations and the non-profit sector.  However, its usefulness as 
a vehicle to build funds for perpetuity for community foundations and designated funds has yet 
to be adequately tested.  Also, it may be hard to trace and monitor links to original homelands.  
Traditional methods of fundraising such as direct mail, appeals, fundraising events, lectures and 
site visits in the original homeland may remain the most appropriate avenues for increasing 
funds for diaspora philanthropy. 
 
The data from the case studies has both strengths and significant limitations.  One of the major 
strengths of the case studies is that they provide models which may be replicated.  The other 
important illustration from the case studies is the link between the diaspora and the homeland, 
this identification being a necessary component to the success of diaspora philanthropy.  There 
are several major weaknesses in the data.  Firstly, the infancy of some of the models creates a 
difficult situation for analysis.  Secondly, this is a general overview of diaspora philanthropy and 
not an in-depth study of a particular community and the issues or potential issues that affect 
them, such as trust, transparency and accountability.  Aluoka Nashon Ogolla’s paper on 
expatriate Africans and African-American diaspora philanthropy is an example of more in-depth 
analysis. 42   
 
It is evident from the case studies that having a reputable board, which is linked to good 
governance, is a factor in establishing trust and credibility within the diaspora community.  It is 
likely that the profile and integrity of a board enhances the sense of ownership amongst a 
diaspora population and often leads to increased financial support and commitment by the 
diaspora.  Future research43 should address how models of diaspora philanthropy promote 
transparency and accountability. 
    
Another key aspect that has been identified in the case studies relates to the solicitation of 
funds.  In certain communities, “who asks” for support from the members of the diaspora 
community is a crucial factor in the solicitation of donations and the success of fundraising. The 
asking by a member from the diaspora community strengthens the sense of ownership and 
identification within the community, as illustrated by the example of The American Ireland Fund.   
 
It is also important to research the tax implications related to offshore giving, especially in 
countries such as Australia, which is distinctive in that it is unable to participate in diaspora 
philanthropy because of its restricted taxation policies.  In Australia, tax laws preclude 
deductibility for donations from Australian taxpayers to a charity principally operating outside 
Australia unless it is an overseas aid fund44 approved by the Australian Agency for International 
Development (AusAID) and the tax authorities, or an approved environmental organisation.   In 
                                                 
42 Mr Aluoka Nashon Ogolla's paper is available at the Center for the Study of Philanthropy, Graduate Center, City 
University of New York, May 2001. 
43 See Appendix 2. 
44 “Overseas aid organisations play an important role in fostering development activities in developing countries.  
There are about 120 non-government overseas aid organisations in Australia.” (cited in The Industry Commission, 
Charitable Organisations in Australia, Report no.45, 16 June 1995). 
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each case, the charity must be based in Australia.45  It is suggested that taxation issues be 
examined further for all countries. 
 
Community foundations which have been set up by the diaspora population or by individuals or 
organisations with a deep understanding of a specific territory have proved successful models 
for certain diaspora communities, eg. The American Ireland Fund.  Models such as Give 2 Asia, 
The Brazil Foundation and The Ireland Funds, which all have staff with expert knowledge and 
offices in their homelands, have built networks and partnerships and become knowledge 
managers of the non-profit sector in which they work. The main benefit of this form of organized 
philanthropy is that such organisations know a country to a greater extent than those which have 
not been established by or affiliated closely with a diaspora. 
 
Donor/designated funds within a vehicle such as a community foundation not established by a 
diaspora should look to partnering with organisations that have been created to promote the 
interests of a diaspora community.  This structure has been utilised by the Community 
Foundation Silicon Valley partnering with the United Community Appeal for India (40 
organisations that have come together to form a single fund), as well partnering with Give 2 Asia 
on various projects.  Cindy Miller, Director of Donor Relations, describes the difficulties the 
Community Foundation Silicon Valley had in the past with donors who have had, “roots outside 
the Valley, internationally, and have found that there are often complications in doing the due 
diligence that is necessary to determine whether the organisations are functioning for charitable 
purposes and using the funds effectively.”46   Therefore they have looked for linkages with 
organisations with greater expertise in other areas of the world than their own. 
 
Continued growth of the world economy and mobility of people and employment opportunities 
will be incentives for some future migration of individuals and groups.  It is also certain that with 
the continuation of war, the incidence of natural disasters such as earthquakes and famine, as 
well as the effects of globalisation, migration of communities will continue well into the 21st 
century.  Hence the potential for diaspora philanthropy to continue and grow is apparent. 
 
Diaspora philanthropy exists in a variety of forms and there is a momentum for encouraging this 
type of philanthropy.  Communities living in a diaspora have the opportunity to initiate, be 
innovative in, and respond to the existing and potential problems of their homeland and its 
community.  Grants from a diaspora community are seen as instrumental in effecting social, 
economic, cultural and environmental change in a community best known by its expatriates.  
How diaspora philanthropy is defined or what it entails is less important than the act of giving 
itself.  For the philanthropic sector to encourage diaspora philanthropy, differing models and 
their applicability to each particular diaspora need to be studied further. 
 
The following recommendations apply irrespective of the model chosen by the diaspora 
community.  
 
Recommendation 1:  Increase exposure and public profile of diaspora philanthropy  
There is a need for better information and communication flows within diaspora communities and 
between the diaspora and their original homelands.  Capitalizing on the increasing awareness of 
diaspora philanthropy, there is a need to promote and publicise its potential benefits within the 
diaspora communities, and to increase awareness of the models available to individuals and 
groups via publicity and promotional vehicles within each community. 
                                                 
45 John Emerson, Partner, Freehills Hollingdale and Page, email response, 5 May 2001. 
46 Email discussion with Ms Cindy Miller, Director Donor Relations, Community Foundation Silicon Valley, 14 
April 2001. 
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Recommendation 2:  Building the capacity of the diaspora community 
There are also opportunities to build and develop the capacity of a diaspora community to create 
its own vehicle for diaspora philanthropy.  “The three essential ingredients of community 
capacity are – commitment, resources, and skills.”47 Each diaspora community should conduct a 
feasibility study to analyse the opportunities, ability, and sustainability of the community to 
participate effectively as grantmakers and fundraisers.   This study will assist in illustrating the 
areas that may need further development, education, co-ordination and organisation within the 
diaspora community.  It is essential to mobilise a diaspora community and help establish a 
structure that best reflects the opportunities available to creating a sustainable vehicle for giving.  
 
Recommendation 3:  Increase co-responsibility between the communities in the new and 
original homelands 
Increasing co-responsibility between the diaspora population and the grantees/community in the 
homeland will help to: a) identify needs in the community, b) attract and monitor grants (which 
may be leveraged), c) build relationships with governments, influencing legal and fiscal 
regulations, and d) increase community liaison and participation within both the diaspora and 
original communities.  
 
Recommendation 4:  Create a committed and credible board  
Each diaspora should establish a board which is representative of the community both in the 
new and original homelands.  It should be comprised of prominent and committed people, well 
respected and with an extensive knowledge of the diaspora and the needs in the community 
targetted. They should display appropriate expertise to shape and promote the organisation.  
The board should be able and prepared to raise community awareness, mobilise the community 
and build the organisation’s resources.  It is important “who asks” for contributions of money or 
time.  Thus a board member should enhance organisational legitimacy as a result of his or her 
standing within the community, business or legal sectors and have absolute credibility within the 
diaspora.  As an organisation grows and becomes more complex in its activities, grantmaking 
advisory committees may be established on various topics to promote more effective 
grantmaking.   
 
Recommendation 5:  Create a professional culture-specific secretariat 
A diaspora community has the ‘luxury’ of knowing the language and culture of a specific area 
and members of the secretariat should reflect this expertise.  The majority of staff should be 
literate in the language and have some knowledge and/or experience within the community both 
offshore and in the new homeland.  This ability to understand and have insight into a community 
should help create legitimacy and encourage participation, as it strengthens the ‘ownership’ of 
the vehicle by the community.  Having both a secretariat and board from within the diaspora and 
offshore communities should provide a framework for community ownership.  Being able to 
access resources in the original homeland is also an added advantage as discussed in earlier 
recommendations.   
 
Recommendation 6:  Ensure a process of effective grantmaking 
Diaspora philanthropy should be able to “respond proactively, reactively and interactively to the 
shifting needs of a community through effective grantmaking.”48 
 
                                                 
47 Steven E. Mayer, Building Community Capacity: The Potential of Community Foundations, Rainbow Research 
Inc, Minneapolis, 1994, p. 4. 
48 Ibid p.135 
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An organisation should use and capitalise on their particular expertise especially in the 
homeland to identify and respond effectively, as a diaspora is in a unique position to be the 
knowledge managers of an area or culture.  
 
Recommendation 7:  Establish methods of evaluation to monitor outcomes 
In many charitable organisations, large or small, evaluation of a project is not always a priority.   
Those involved with diaspora philanthropy should establish effective mechanisms for evaluating 
the effectiveness and measurable outcomes of a funded project.   
 
Recommendation 8:  Establish appropriate culturally specific communication 
mechanisms to enhance transparency 
Transparency helps to create legitimacy.  Furthermore this helps to build resources and foster 
trust within the community to become supportive of the organisation.  Transparency can be 
promoted through a variety of ways, commonly through annual reports, newsletters, brochures, 
a website (email, discussion list, and services online), annual meetings, lectures and seminars, 
media releases and events.  
 
Recommendation 9:  Establish and share a professional knowledge base  
Vehicles of diaspora philanthropy should begin to formally discuss the challenges that affect 
them, including: issues of identification with a homeland, fundraising, accountability, 
governance, the regulatory environment, and the cultures of giving both in their new and original 
homelands.  Through networking with other diaspora communities, participants will “learn from 
and support one another, develop modes of communication and collaboration and contribute to 
the strengthening of philanthropy worldwide.”49 
 
Recommendation 10:  Create a dialogue between donors and associations of 
grantmakers in the country of the grantee  
All mechanisms of diaspora philanthropy should look towards local associations of grantmakers 
as a key resource where they exist in an original homeland.  Currently there is an “under 
utilization of associations of grantmakers as a repository of knowledge in the country.” 50 Peak 
associations have the appropriate knowledge of who is working in the non-profit sector, either as 
a grantee or a grantor.  The needs of a community are usually best known by a strong network 
of grant makers who themselves are often looking to build partnerships. 
                                                 
49 WINGS, 5 May 2001 http://www.wingsweb.org 
50 Mr Barry Gaberman, Senior Vice-President, The Ford Foundation, personal discussion 13 March 2001. 
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Appendix 1 
 
Other examples of models of diaspora philanthropy are:  
 
Name Type Purpose Diaspora 
philanthropy 
India Abroad 
Foundation 
Public Charity  A non-profit, charitable organisation 
based in New York, India Abroad 
Foundation was first set up in 1975. The 
foundation raises money from non-
resident Indians and channels charitable 
contributions to many worthy causes in 
India in the fields of education, relief, 
research, medicine and rural 
development. The Foundation sent  
$1,275,616 to India in support of its 
causes in 1999. 
Indian-American 
The Ayala Foundation Public Charity Established in 2000, the Ayala 
Foundation USA mission is to improve 
the understanding and appreciation of 
Philippine art, culture, and history among 
Filipino-Americans.  This Foundation 
aims to raise funds with Filipino-
Americans so they can ‘give back’ to the 
poor and disadvantaged in the 
Philippines.  Donations can be made 
online, however there is no distinction 
between donor-advised funds or a 
collective fund, and where the money is 
being channelled. 
Filipino-American 
The Abraham Fund Public Charity The Abraham Fund is a not-for-profit 
501(C)3 organisation dedicated to 
promoting coexistence between the 
Jewish and Arab citizens of Israel.  “Since 
1993, The Abraham Fund has supported 
450 different grassroots coexistence 
projects in villages, towns, and cities 
across Israel, from the Galilee to the 
Negev.  The projects we support often 
provide the only opportunity for 
thousands of Arab and Jewish Israelis to 
learn about each other and break down 
destructive stereotypes.  For the 2000-
2001 Grant Year, we are supporting 73 
projects.  In addition, all our projects are 
available for support through our Adopt-
A-Project program, which gives 
individuals and communities the 
opportunity to choose a project of special 
interest to fund directly.”  
Jewish and Arab 
Americans 
Israel Emergency 
Solidarity Fund 
International 
Intermediary 
The Israel Emergency Solidarity Fund is 
a non-profit organisation, which assists 
families in Israel that have suffered due to 
the recent reign of terrorism. Funds 
collected are tax deductible and go 
directly to the families of victims. This 
fund identifies its donors as the 
American-Jewish community in its 
literature.   One interesting way of raising 
money is a nationwide walk-a-thon, 
where money raised will benefit Israeli 
victims of terrorism.   
American-Jewish 
community 
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Jewish Communal 
Fund 
Public Charity A public charity, the Jewish Communal 
Fund is a donor-designated fund.  
Created by the New York Jewish 
community to facilitate their philanthropy 
in 1972, the Jewish Communal Fund has 
over 1,500 donor-designated funds.  The 
compelling reason for the establishment 
of a communal fund was so there was a 
voice to their philanthropy, that it could be 
seen as a statement that we the 
community of Jews have provided this 
money. 
 
There is neither a collective fund nor a 
field of interest fund.  They only have 
donor-advised funds, and there is also 
the Jewish Communal Fund which is an 
endowed fund. To fund projects in Israel 
or Jewish projects overseas, the Jewish 
Communal Fund use 501 (c) 3 
organisations such as Palestine 
Endowment Fund (P.E.F.) as the 
intermediary for giving. 
Jewish-American 
Jewish Trust for 
Philanthropy 
Public Charity The Jewish Trust for Philanthropy is 
another vehicle for the Jewish community 
to organise their philanthropy nationally 
and internationally.  Established in 2000, 
with a board consisting of 21 members, 
this new initiative from the Jewish 
community brings to the table program 
providers and donors.  This donor-
directed 501 (c) 3 acts as a catalyst for 
venture philanthropy. It has the ability to 
fund programs in Israel on the request of 
a donor, usually through an intermediary 
in the United States. 
Jewish-American 
Share and Care 501 ( c ) 3 
Fundraising  
An initiative of Indian-Americans in 1982, 
this foundation uses 40 volunteers to help 
alleviate not only poverty, disease ad 
ignorance, but help the underprivileged 
gain control over their own lives and 
acquire self-esteem through education, 
training and improved health practices. 
Indian-Americans 
Healthy City Fund Public Charity Within the Greater Kanawha Valley 
Foundation, Charleston, this fund mainly 
serves donors living in the US who wish 
to fund projects in Slovakia.  
Slovakian-
Americans 
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Appendix 2: Towards a Research Agenda 
 
The following list are questions and information needed to help establish a research agenda for 
better understanding models and creating models of diaspora philanthropy. 
 
Models of diaspora philanthropy  
• How important is the leadership of a model?  
• What is the motivation for establishment? 
• What models exist which can be looked at prior to establishing a new organisation? 
• How do these models differ?  
• What issues surround them?  Legal, accountability, financial, market, building trust, creating 
a sense of ownership. 
• How can diaspora philanthropy models leverage other funds? 
• Is this just a question of leveraging what they have and creating a greater pool of money, or 
will this extra collection of money blur the lines between diaspora philanthropy and 
international (or cross border) models of giving? 
• What are the motivations for diaspora philanthropy within diaspora populations? 
• Do taxation deductions play a motivational role, or can diaspora populations that do not 
have such incentives also prosper and establish organised models of philanthropy?  
• What influence does a board of prominent leaders have on the attraction of funds?  
• Is legitimacy established within diaspora populations because the vehicle has a reputable 
board, which is often linked to good governance? 
• Are models of diaspora philanthropy more prone to succeed if established by a church, or 
an association or peak body representing the diaspora community?  
• What role can and do Grantmakers Associations (WINGS) play in the credibility of a new 
model of diaspora philanthropy, especially for those located offshore from an original 
homeland?   
• What type of regulatory environment is needed? 
• Are there any restrictions on longevity of a model? 
• Are there any restrictions on building endowment, tax implications for donors? 
 
Mapping 
Listings in the Foundations Center’s database reveal many private grantmaking foundations that 
may be considered as participants in diaspora philanthropy.  This would assist in the future 
research and mapping of diaspora philanthropy.   For the most part, foundations who give 
offshore have been categorized under the generic term ‘international giving’. For example, the 
Charles and Lynn Schusterman Family Foundation contributes to national and international 
causes.  The donors, Charles and Lynn, both Jews, have concentrated their international giving 
to Israel.  The Foundation Center may wish to make a distinction between cross border and 
diaspora philanthropy, in order to map international philanthropy.   
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